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Abstract: The proponents of the entrepreneurial motivation dichotomy have argued that opportunity-
driven entrepreneurs are more likely to succeed and sustain in entrepreneurship, unlike people who
start-up businesses out of necessity. However, disagreement still exists on why and under which
conditions the former might outperform the latter. This research contributes to this debate by
examining the mediation role of psychological capital in the relationship between entrepreneurial
motivation and business success among youths. This study relied on a random sample of 295
young entrepreneurs surveyed from Bukavu in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC). We
applied partial least squares to analyze the hypothesized relationships. Evidence for the positive
effect of opportunity-led motivation on psychological capital was found, but the findings did not
support any direct effect of entrepreneurial motivation on business success. Instead, psychological
capital positively and significantly mediated the relationship between entrepreneurial motivation
and business success. This paper makes a distinctive new contribution to the understanding of the
intriguing and controversial entrepreneurial motivation dichotomy—a business success relationship.
To this end, we have found out that opportunity entrepreneurs have 3% more chance of succeeding
in businesses compared to necessity entrepreneurs, because the former outperform the latter by 4% in
the dimensions of psychological capital. This paper has new policy implications, as it reveals the great
importance of psychological capital in promoting business success, thus reducing unemployment
among youths, and offers tips from which psychological capital can be built or improved.
Keywords: youth; business success; entrepreneurial motivation; psychological capital; DRC
1. Introduction
Entrepreneurship is one of the solutions to the problem of unemployment among
youths that plague many countries in the world [1]. In 2014, more than 73.3 million
young people were unemployed, and youth overall unemployment rate was set at 13%
in the world [2]. The problem is more acute across Africa, which is also the world’s
youngest continent [2] where two-thirds of nearly 420 million youths aged 15–35 are either
unemployed or underemployed [3].
The Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) is the second-largest country in Africa
and one of the most natural resources-endowed countries on earth. Still battling to recover
from civil strife and wars, the country has some of the most challenging institutional and
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entrepreneurial ecosystems on the continent that have kept investors’ concerns high [4].
The DRC offers many entrepreneurial opportunities in agricultural-related activities, in
tourism, energy, mining, transport, and the information and communication technology
sectors, with a population of more than 80 million [5]. However, in the “easiness of doing
business” report for the year 2020, the DRC scored 36.2% and was ranked—in 183rd position
out of 190 countries surveyed—among the least entrepreneurial countries in the world [6].
The youths are largely excluded from the mainstream economy, as the unemployment
rate among them is high and only a few have benefited from the opportunities offered
by their country [7]. The dilemma of a higher unemployment rate coupled with the
under-participation of youths in entrepreneurship has been given little or no attention by
researchers. Questions of whether a few of them who started up businesses are successful,
and the drivers of their perceived success levels have been under-investigated. Yet, these
questions are important as it is only when youth entrepreneurship is successful that it
might be regarded as a credible solution to unemployment [1] particularly given that the
DRC, like most African countries, has a youth bulge demographic profile.
This research argues that examining the drivers of business success among the youths
has the potential for a compounding effect on motivation for more youths to participate
in entrepreneurship within a dynamic and volatile business environment of developing
and emerging African economies [8]. Subsequently, successful local youth ventures would
provide role model entrepreneurs to whom youths will look up to, learn, and get inspiration
from in the start-up stage [9].
This study draws from the cognitive view of the entrepreneurship [10–15] to examine
the relationship between entrepreneurial motivation (EM), psychological capital (PsyCap)
and business success (BS) among youths. The EM literature considers that the creation of
a business can be chosen deliberately out of a passion for exploiting a perceived a viable
business opportunity [16] or be forced upon an individual by circumstances of poverty or of
unemployment [10,17]. These two exclusive dimensions are usually referred to as “push or
necessity” and “pull or opportunity” factors, respectively [17]. There is a belief that, unlike
necessity entrepreneurs, opportunity entrepreneurs have more chance to succeed [18] since
they are driven by the need for achievement and excellence rather than money [19,20].
While it may seem conceivable that there is a relationship between EM and BS [21],
this relationship, however, remains subject to intense debate among researchers. Dis-
agreement and ambiguity still exist on why and under which conditions opportunity
might outperform necessity entrepreneurs [10,17,22,23]. Some researchers have argued
that necessity-driven entrepreneurs should equally succeed because they are likely to work
hard to avoid failure for they are unlikely to have the option of going back [17]. Other
scholars suggest that the EM dichotomy between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs
is misleading because the entrepreneurial process is so dynamic to the extent that push
may become pull entrepreneurs along the business life course and vice versa [17,24].
This study posits that the ambiguity may lie in the fact that the mechanism and
conditions through which EM relates to or influences BS are not yet examined. The
direct effect of EM on BS is incomplete unless we account for why opportunity-driven
entrepreneurs can create superior value compared to necessity-led entrepreneurs. This
study is based on the theory of the resource-based view [21,25–27] to examine the PsyCap
as the alternative mediating variable between the EM and BS relationship. Subsequently,
this paper responds to the call for more research to use PsyCap as a mediator [28].
More studies with promising results are emerging linking employee and owner’s Psy-
Cap to business performance [29–31]. PsyCap has its origin in the positive organizational
behavior literature [32,33] and is a state of mindset made of four constructs: hope, opti-
mism, self-confidence, and resilience [6,16,31,32,34,35]. We hope that opportunity-driven
young entrepreneurs have higher PsyCap, which justifies why they are more likely to
succeed in businesses compared to necessity-driven entrepreneurs. We base our argument
on the fact that higher PsyCap individuals are happier, competitive, emotionally intelligent,
assertive, leaders, empathetic, sociable, patient, open to criticisms [29], more committed,
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and less stressed [36,37]. In addition, they would be more confident in what they do, can
survive any drawback, and set realistic goals that they pursue persistently with clear plans,
while those with a lower PsyCap may experience less or the opposite of these values [7,38].
Thus, we draw from the theory of the resource-based view of the firm to acknowledge that
PsyCap dimensions are valuable and non-substitutable strategic resources in the short and
long term, but imitable and imperfectly rare resources in the long term because they are
open to development [7,39]. Then, what makes the difference between necessity and oppor-
tunity entrepreneurs in the short run is the tacitness, the complexity, the non-observability,
and scarcity of PsyCap dimensions that generate causal ambiguity in competence-based
advantage, and thus raise barriers to imitation by necessity entrepreneurs.
This research seeks to (1) examine whether the level of BS differs between the necessity
and opportunity-driven youth entrepreneurs; (2) to evaluate the level of perceived BS
and PsyCap of youth entrepreneurs (3) explore the relationship between PsyCap and
BS; (4) assess the correlation between EM and PsyCap; (5) and examine the mediating
effect of PsyCap on the relationship between EM and BS. The findings of this study do
not only highlight the importance of PsyCap in promoting BS but also, offer guidance
on how PsyCap can be fostered or improved among youths. They also contribute to
the understanding of an intriguing EM–BS relationship by showing that PsyCap is the
missing link.
The remaining paper is organized as follows: the second section presents the review of
the literature and hypotheses, the third section describes the methodology used to address
the research questions; the fourth section presents the findings, while the fifth section
presents the discussion. The sixth section offers the conclusion and recommendations for
research and policy formulation.
2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Business Success (BS) and the Theory of Resourced-Based View of the Firm
Despite the popularity and interest of the subject, there is no consensus definition
of BS among academics and practitioners [40,41]. However, two views emerge from the
literature and these include the subjective and the objective measures of BS.
The common objective measures of BS include the number of employees and customers;
survival and continuation as opposed to closure; market share; performance which in turn
is assessed based on profitability and income and the total value of assets [31,34,42–47].
Subjective measures of BS refer to the feeling the entrepreneur has towards his/her overall
situation, such as the perception of personal fulfillment, social recognition and contribution,
goals’ achievement, life satisfaction, and family business balance [48,49].
This study opted for the subjective measures, as most youths entering the entrepreneur-
ship space in developing and emerging African economies predominantly start-up out of
necessity [19,24]. As such, most of them would own informal and semi-formal small busi-
nesses that lack the appropriate management systems that could provide reliable financial
statements and employment compliance records to assess objectively their success [50].
Interestingly, research has established a strong and positive correlation between subjective
and objective measures of BS [51].
The review of the literature on the antecedents of BS shows that they can be categorized
into three themes: factors related to the entrepreneur, those related to the business itself,
and finally those related to the environment [30,52,53]. While we do acknowledge the
relevance of the business and environmental-related factors in explaining BS, this research
focus is put on the entrepreneur, who decides which business to pursue and finds the
strategy to adapt to the environment.
We examine the effect of EM on perceived BS through an entrepreneur’s PsyCap. Our
argument is drawn from the cognitive view of entrepreneurship that posits that the EM
and the behaviors of individuals are important antecedents of BS [54].
The inclusion of PsyCap as an eventual driver of BS is further based on the theory of
the resource-based view of the firm. According to this theory that is widely used in the
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strategic management literature, the sustainable competitive advantage is often achieved
by businesses that have rare, inimitable, non-substitutable, and valuable resources or
capabilities [25,55]. Despite the popularity of this theory in explaining the differences
in competitive advantage across firms [21,25,27,55,56], it does not implicitly refer to the
entrepreneur’s PsyCap as an intangible strategic resource. We expect that PsyCap dimen-
sions are strategic resources or core competencies, such as human, physical, and other
intangible (e.g., reputation) resources, heterogeneously distributed among opportunity
and necessity entrepreneurs. The expectancy is that opportunity entrepreneurs enter into
businesses because they already believe in their entrepreneurial competencies and have
more means to overcome any drawback compared to necessity entrepreneurs who often
startup businesses with limited funds, social capital, and poor entrepreneurial skill.
The following sections will operationalize and define the key dimensions of PsyCap
within the organizational behavior literature. Next, we base on this literature to explain
and justify the likely direct effect of PsyCap on BS and later, we turn to the direct effect
of EM on PsyCap and BS. Finally, we provide support for the hypothesized indirect or
mediating influence of PsyCap on BS.
Psychological Capital—PsyCap
PsyCap is a construct that was first adopted in the workplace to symbolize pos-
itive psychology [57]. It consists of mental capabilities: self-efficacy, optimism, hope,
and resilience [16,35] that can be measured, developed, and managed for performance
improvement [6,14,35].
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is the positive belief or confidence in one’s entrepreneurial
capabilities [11,58] or the degree to which a person feels capable of mobilizing the mo-
tivation, cognitive resources, and courses of action needed to successfully perform en-
trepreneurial activities [59–63]. The hope construct captures someone’s ability to aim at
a goal that is slightly challenging and realistic [31,64]. Individuals who score highly in
the hope dimension have both the will (agency) to reach a particular goal [65], as well as
concrete ideas of how to attain it (pathways) [6,31,64,65]. Optimism captures the extent
to which the individual is used to expecting that s/he will experience a good outcome
from his/her behaviors [65,66]. Resilience is the extent to which individuals can bounce
or rebound back from a negative experience, failure, and adapt to or even learn from life
challenges [14] and stressful events [35].
2.2. Effect of Psychological Capital on Business Success
The studies examining the effect of PsyCap on BS are just emerging, although with
promising results [31,32,34,67]. To this end, it has been reported that resilient people
with higher levels of belief and optimism about their success have a high probability of
succeeding in entrepreneurship [31,34,67,68]. The entrepreneurs who have high PsyCap
set realistic, well-planned goals and find alternative routes to achieve them. They are
more committed, self-confident, hard workers, and persistent than their counterparts [68].
In addition, higher PsyCap individuals exhibit some of the behaviors associated with
successful entrepreneurs and these include creativity, innovation, flexibility, adaptability,
emotional intelligence, and autonomy orientation [16,35,69]. Based on this background, we
posit that:
Hypothesis 1 (H1). PsyCap has a positive effect on BS among the youths.
2.3. Effect of Entrepreneurial Motivation on Business Success
EM is about the goals that the entrepreneur seeks to achieve by setting up a busi-
ness [18]. Two exclusive dimensions of EM are found in the literature and they include
necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs [13]. This classification has gained popularity in
the field of entrepreneurship with the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) reports that
show that majority of entrepreneurs in developing countries are necessary ones [70–72].
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Unlike necessity entrepreneurs, opportunity-driven entrepreneurs neither enter into en-
trepreneurship to survive unemployment or poverty nor because they are frustrated in
their jobs or living conditions [17–19,28,31,35]. Opportunity entrepreneurs are those who
have deliberately chosen entrepreneurship as a career option out of a passion for exploiting
a perceived viable business opportunity [73]. They are motivated by the need for achieve-
ment or excellence instead of earning money, which is incidental and part of the measures
of success [18,20].
Entrepreneurs who were motivated by the opportunity to start their businesses have of-
ten been found to have higher success levels than necessity entrepreneurs [15,22,52,74–76].
The former often have entrepreneurial skills and enjoy what they do (passion). They are
usually better prepared to embark on entrepreneurship, unlike necessity-driven or push
entrepreneurs who randomly pursue entrepreneurial activities without any vision and
necessary resources. Based on this background, the following hypothesis is posited:
Hypothesis 2 (H2). Opportunity entrepreneurs would be more successful than necessity en-
trepreneurs.
2.4. The Mediating Role of PsyCap in the Relationship Between EM and BS
EM research is a mature topic in the field of entrepreneurship, however, the relation-
ship between EM and BS is inconclusive and the findings are imbalanced. Some researchers
consider the EM dichotomy to be simplistic and misleading [73]. They indicate that the EM
does not matter for BS because it is a complex phenomenon that fluctuates over time, across
the individual’s life course, from the necessity to opportunity and vice versa [10,17]. In
addition, it has been reported that necessity-driven entrepreneurs should equally succeed
because they are likely to work hard to avoid failure, for they are unlikely to have the option
of going back [17]. What we learn from the review of the literature is that disagreements
still exist as to why opportunity entrepreneurs might create superior value compared
to necessity ones. We draw from the theory of the resource-based view of the firm to
argue that opportunity entrepreneurs are more likely to succeed in businesses because they
would have higher PsyCap compared to necessity entrepreneurs. We thus examine PsyCap
as a mediating variable in the EM–BS relationship. Although some commentators would
argue that necessity entrepreneurs could develop a higher level of PsyCap that is rooted in
hard work and strengthened by the fact that they have limited career options, we posit the
opposite. While we do not underestimate the impact of hard work on BS, we argue that
entrepreneurship is about resources and competencies among which psychological capital
would play a key role [7]. People who embark on an entrepreneurial career to exploit a
perceived viable opportunity would be self-confident to take advantage of the occasion
because they believe it will lead to a positive outcome (optimism) since they have already
set realistic goals about the opportunity (hope) and are ready to overcome any drawback
along the way (resilience). We acknowledge that PsyCap dimensions are valuable and
non-substitutable strategic resources, in both the short and long run. However, they can be
improved, imitated, or developed, thus become widely distributed among both necessity
and opportunity entrepreneurs in the long run [7,39].
Then, what makes the difference between necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs
in the short run is the tacitness, the complexity, the non-observability, and the scarcity of
PsyCap dimensions that generate causal ambiguity in competence-based advantage, and
thus raise barriers to imitation by necessity entrepreneurs. Two hypotheses derive from
this background and are formulated as follows:
Hypothesis 3 (H3). Opportunity entrepreneurs develop higher PsyCap compared to necessity
entrepreneurs.
Hypothesis 4 (H4). PsyCap positively mediates the relationship between EM and BS among
youths.
Sustainability 2021, 13, 4087 6 of 22
The four hypotheses and their relationships are presented in Figure 1 below.
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3. Methodology
3.1. Population and Sa pling
The targeted population for this study consists of young entrepreneurs between the
ages of 15 and 35 years as per the African Union Youth Charter age limit [77]. A multistage
sampling procedure was used to select the youths in the study. First, we focused on
the major axes where the majority of the youths carry out their business activities in
Bukavu city including the Patrice Emery Lumumba axis, the Kadutu axis passing through
the main market, and Bagira communes, to identify youths that formed the basis of the
selection. In total, 1400 youth entrepreneurs were identified, out of which, a random
sample of 300 youths whose age was within the range for the study was selected for the
interview regardless of the kind and size of their business. This selection was based on an
existing study [78] sampling technique at a 95 percent confidence level and youths freely
decided to participate. Although the response rate was 100 percent, only 295 questionnaires
were, however, properly filled in and were thus used for analysis. Most of the youths
surveyed were shop holders and a few were involved either in agribusiness activities or in
information technology (IT) services.
3.2. Measurement of Variables
The variables used in this study are latent and categorical, measured by “multi-item
scales” adapted from empirical studies. “Multi-item levels” have the advantage of allowing
measurement errors to cancel out against each other while improving the validity and
reliability of the instruments [14]. The variables are measured on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from “1: strongly disagree” to “5: strongly agree” [79].
BS was measured by perceived financial and non-financial success from 16 items [15,80,81]
listed in Appendix A.
EM measurement was adapted from two studies [13,82]. We used 16 items classified
into two dimensions: opportunity and necessity (Appendix B). The significant items
from the exploratory factor analysis were averag d to obtain an index f r each of the
EM dimensions. If the averag of opportunity dimension it ms was higher tha that of
necessity dimension it ms, then the entrepreneur was opportunity-driven and coded 1,
and necessity-driven if otherwise and coded 0.
PsyCap was measured using 24 items classified into four dimensions that originated
from the work of an existing study [35] and adapted to the entrepreneurial career context.
These dimensions were self-efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience [7,59–63]. The details
of PsyCap items are provided in Appendix C.
3.3. Controlled Factors
In addition to EM, BS, and PsyCap, the study used controlled factors such as sex
(coded 1 for males and 0 for females); business age which refers to the time since the
creation of the business until 2019, which was the year of the survey implementation;
and the level of education (coded as “0“, if the respondent did not study at all, “1“ if
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s/he completed the primary school, ‘’2“ if s/he completed the high school and “3“if s/he
held any university degree. We used four Likert scale items ranging from “5 strongly
agree” to “1 strongly disagree” to measure innovation. The innovations items were: “I
keep introducing new methods to getting the work done”, “I always change the way I do
my business”, “I keep introducing new products and/or services based on the needs of
customers”, and “I always create value for the customer through creative ideas”.
3.4. Reliability and Validity of the Measurement Scales
We applied the exploratory factor analysis to reduce a large number of items to
a smaller number by grouping the items into the dimension (factor) that measures the
same thing [1]. Any item whose factor weight (structural coefficient) was higher than or
equal to 0.41 on several factors or with a contribution lower than 0.50 or both, on at least
one of the components loaded was deleted [83]. Additionally, we removed items with
communality (quality of representation) lower than 0.4 while retaining the dimensions
with an Eigenvalue higher than one. The dimensions satisfied the criterion of at least
60 percent of variance explained to ensure that the factors account for a significant amount
of the variation [84].
We performed the reliability and validity test on the variables, and the results in
Table 1 reveal that the three constructs exhibit significant Cronbach alpha coefficients and
are higher than the standard threshold of 0.7 [85,86]. Such results show that the instruments
are internally consistent. Therefore, they are reliable and likely to be replicable in similar
conditions. The information in Table 1 also indicates that the values attached to the average
variance extracted (AVE) were higher or equal to the recommended cut-off of 0.5 [86].
We performed Bartlett’s sphericity test and constructed the sampling adequacy (MSA) or
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) index. The results indicate that the items retained are coherent
and adequately measure the constructs of BS, EM, and PsyCap. The joint information from
construct reliability, the AVE values, KMO, and Bartlett’s sphericity test show that all used
measures exhibit convergent validity. Additionally, Table 1 shows that all the squares of
correlation coefficients between variables are lower than the average variance extracted.
Such results prove that each construct is different from the other; hence discriminant
validity is satisfied [79].
Table 1. The reliability and validity test on variables.
Variables BS EM PsyCap AVE α Cronbach
BS 1 0.621 0.769
EM 0.306(0.0094) ** 1 0.600 0.798
PSYCAP 0.517 (0.267)) ** 0.259 (0.067) ** 1 0.586 0.747
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin Measure (KMO) 804 629 747
Chi-square approximated 604.620 436.123 629.51
Bartlett’s Sphericity Test 0.000 0.000 0.000
Note: ** Significant at the 0.01 level; the figures in parenthesis represent the squares of correlation coefficients between variables; AVE =
average variance extracted; BS = business success; EM = entrepreneurial motivation; PsyCap = psychological capital.
3.5. Model Specification, Data Processing, and Analysis
In this study, some control variables such as sex [15,87], business age [88], level of
education of the entrepreneur [88], and innovation could explain both the dependent
variable (BS), the independent variable (EM) and the mediating variable (PsyCap). These
variables could hide the real effects of EM and PsyCap on BS. Hence, we neutralized the
impact of the control variables to analyze only the effect of the exogenous and mediating
factors on the endogenous variable.
To this end, we regressed PsyCap on the owner’s sex, level of education, and business
age; EM was regressed on the owner’s sex and level of study; and BS on the owner’s sex,
business age, level of education, and degree of innovation of the entrepreneur. By regressing
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each of the variables of interest on the control variables, the residuals of each of the three
estimated models (we controlled the effects of the control variables) were generated. Finally,
the residuals of BS, EM, and PsyCap were used as values of the variables for the different
regressions of structural equations.
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used for analysis. To reduce the model’s
complexity, the items related to each dimension were averaged to get an index [63]. The
advantage of SEM is that it takes into account the relationship between simultaneous,
separate but interdependent equations of the model [79,86]. SEM makes it possible to
examine different direct and indirect (e.g., mediation) effects and provides confirmatory
factor analysis information on how well the conceptual model fits the data [7,89]. It
minimizes the residual error in the endogenous latent variables [2] and reduces the bias in
the estimators [89] regardless of the normality of the variables [63].
The partial least squares (PLS) method was used to estimate the parameters [90]. The
inferential statistic was performed to assess the significance of the parameters estimated in
the following simultaneous equations model:
BSi = α1 + c1EMi + µ1 (1)
BSi = α2 + c2EMi + mPsyCapi + µ2 (2)
PsyCapi = α3 + aEMi + µ3 (3)
The coefficient c2 in Equation (2) defines the effect of the independent variable—
EM—on the outcome variable—BS—controlling for the mediating variable—PsyCap—and
represents the direct effect. The m coefficient establishes the impact of the mediating
variable on the outcome controlling for the independent variable. The coefficient “a“ in
Equation (3) defines the effect of the independent variable on the mediating variable. The
coefficient c1 represents the overall effect of the independent variable on the outcome
variable, also known as the total effect. The product of “a” and “m” coefficients defines the
indirect effect of EM on BS through the PsyCap.
4. Findings
4.1. Sample Characteristics
The findings in Table 2 indicate that the majority (72.9%) of the young entrepreneurs
surveyed were male. So, the male to female entrepreneur ratio is 2.7. This is not surprising
because previous studies indicate that women are less represented in the entrepreneurial
career despite a level of desirability is often equal to that of men [72,87,91]. Additionally,
the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor indicates that women are more afraid of failure
than men, which explains their reluctance to embark on an entrepreneurial career [72].
Many of the young entrepreneurs in Bukavu hold either a secondary school qualification
(31%) or a university degree (63%). About 61 percent of the young entrepreneurs from
Bukavu consider themselves to be innovative. The average number of years of experience
in business is 3.4. This implies that the founders still lack experience and are not yet
well established.
4.2. Exploratory Factor Analysis
The results in Table 3 present the principal component analysis (PCA) of the major
factors that measure the BS. According to the findings, the items representing BS are
grouped in three-dimensions. The first dimension includes young entrepreneurs that
consider themselves to be successful when they achieve economic profit and self-fulfillment;
the second dimension includes those that consider themselves being successful when they
are recognized by their environment, contribute to the development of their society and
find a balance between their business and private life. Finally, the third dimension includes
those who feel successful when they are empowered and satisfied. The three dimensions
extracted explain 62% of the variance of entrepreneurial success. Financial profitability and
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personal fulfillment (FSPF) are the main components of business success, with 22% of the
total variance explained.
Table 2. Some characteristics of the respondents.









Degree of innovation (average) 3.46
The average age of business (in years) 3.39
n = number of respondents.
Table 3. Exploratory factor analysis for business success. FSPF: financial success and personal fulfillment; SRCWLB: social





My business is performing financially 0.789 0.659
I am making a good profit 0.840 0.735
My business is enough for me 0.623 0.537
I find a balance between my business and my family life 0.593 0.545
I am socially recognized, thanks to my business 0.750 0.633
I contribute to the economic development of my community 0.694 0.551
I invest in charity 0.691 0.634
I am independent 0.812 0.677
I am satisfied with my business 0.698 0.617
Total variance explained 0.224 0.221 0.175
Eigenvalues 2.020 1.990 1.577
The second dimension, which is social recognition and participation, the balance
between professional and private life (SRCWLB), explains 22% of the variance of the BS
by young entrepreneurs. Finally, the third dimension, which is autonomy and satisfaction
(AS) explains 18% of the variance of the BS by young entrepreneurs. All the items are of
acceptable quality (communality >0.4; structural coefficient ≥0.5 on at least one factor and
not more than 0.4 on more than one element at a time).
The EM exploratory factor analysis results presented in Table 4 reveal that EM is
made of four components that contribute to explain about 60% of the variance. The first
dimension includes the need to fight against poverty (FAP), which explains 18%; the
second includes the frustration in employment and studies (FES), which explains 15%, the
third includes the passion for entrepreneurship (EP), which explains 13% and finally, the
need to make a social contribution (NSC), which explains 13%. The four components can
be grouped into two broad dimensions regarding the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
conceptualization [72]. The first two components (FAP and FES) refer to necessity-driven
entrepreneurs, while the last two (EP and NSC) refer to opportunity-driven motivation.
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Table 4. Exploratory factor analysis for entrepreneurial-driven motivation (EM). FAP: fight against poverty; FES: frustration




FAP FES EP NSC
I started up a business to get out of poverty. 0.681 0.473
Starting a business was the remaining
alternative for me. 0.733 0.575
The burden of the family was unbearable that I
had decided to start a business. 0.725 0.584
I wanted to support my family through the
creation of a business. 0.606 0.517
I had lost my job that I had decided to start my
own business. 0.773 0.619
My job did not give me any satisfaction that I
decided to start a business. 0.812 0.677
Studies seemed confusing to me that I decided
to launch a business. 0.573 0.498
I started a business because it’s the activity I
liked doing. 0.832 0.709
Entrepreneurship is a passion for me. 0.792 0.683
I had started a business because I wanted to
impact the people around me. 0.750 0.608
I had the desire to create jobs for others. 0.792 0.642
Variance explained 0.179 0.152 0.134 0.133
Eigen values 1.967 1.676 1.47 1.466
Variance explained 0.331 0.267
The exploratory factor analysis results presented in Table 5 indicate that only 12 items
out of 24 initially retained were enough to measure PsyCap because they were satisfied
with the commonality and loading factor criteria. They were grouped into four dimensions
and contribute to explaining about 59% of the variation in PsyCap. Hope appears as the
main component (15%) of PsyCap, followed by self-efficacy (15%), optimism (15%), and
resilience (13%).
Table 6 summarizes the mean scores information; the total variation explained, the
standard deviations and z-values of the study variables, and their dimensions. Z-values
allow us to test the hypothesis that the average scores are different from 3 (50%) for BS
and PsyCap and the assumption that the young people are most motivated by necessity
rather than an opportunity. The information in Table 6 reveals that young people con-
sider themselves to have succeeded to the extent of 61%. Their level of success (3.42) is
significantly higher (3.689 > 1.96) and different from the average of 3 (50%). Additionally,
the information from Table 5 shows that the majority (55%) of the youths entered into
businesses by necessity rather than by opportunity (45%) and that the difference between
the proportion of the two groups is significant (2.589 > 1.96). We can thus argue that there
are 55 necessity-driven entrepreneurs for every 100 young entrepreneurs. The PsyCap
level of the young entrepreneurs in Bukavu is 67%. This PsyCap level is significantly
(6.284 > 1.96) different from the average (3). Besides, the coefficient of variation indicates
that PsyCap deviates from its average by 28%, implying that the youths’ levels of PsyCap
are homogeneous at 72%.
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Hope Self-Efficacy Optimism Resilience
I can list the most important goals for my
life in just a few minutes. 0.618 0.417
I have several solutions around
me to any problem. 0.812 0.688
At this time, I am meeting the goals that I
have set for myself. 0.637 0.482
I am motivated to achieve my goals for life. 0.543 0.403
I can stand up to share my business ideas
with others with confidence. 0.682 0.504
I trust my entrepreneurial
skills and competencies. 0.785 0.659
I feel confident developing
new business ideas. 0.712 0.546
I am optimistic about what will happen to
me in the future. 0.744 0.656
When things are uncertain, I always hope
for the better. 0.804 0.701
When something goes wrong in my
business, I usually expect the best. 0.676 0.592
I adapt quickly to the stress of my business. 0.821 0.722
I quickly react to an unexpected situation
that happens to me, however bad. 0.768 0.664
Variance explained 0.154 0.152 0.151 0.129
Eigenvalues 1.846 1.829 1.812 1.546
Table 6. Means, standard deviations, coefficient of variation (CV), and explained variance of study variables.




personal fulfillment 1.180 20.96 1.160 0.36 0.224
Autonomy and satisfaction 1.270 22.55 1.140 0.30 0.221
Social recognition and
contribution, work-life balance 0.960 17.00 1.210 0.36 0.175
Business Success 3.420 60.50 3.689 ** 1.170 0.34 0.621
Necessity entrepreneurs 0.553
Opportunity entrepreneurs 0.447
Entrepreneurial Motivation 2.589 ** 1.000
Hope 0.860 15.720 1.081 0.33 0.154
Self-confidence 1.060 19.330 0.970 0.24 0.152
Optimism 0.960 17.500 1.011 0.24 0.151
resilience 0.800 14.640 1.030 0.27 0.129
Psychological Capital 3.690 67.180 6.284 ** 1.025 0.28 0.586
Note: ** Indicates that the mean score is significantly different (p-value < 0.01) from the Likert scale middle point.
4.3. Effects of the Control Variables on the Variables of Interest
The results in Table 7 indicate that PsyCap is higher for men than for women, but the
difference is not significant. The level of education of the youth and the age of the firm have
a positive insignificant influence on PsyCap. Additionally, men are much more motivated
by opportunity. In contrast, women are mostly motivated by necessity, but the difference
in the prevailing EM is not significant across gender. The EM type depends significantly
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upon the level of education. The most educated youth are motivated by opportunity, and
the less educated ones are more likely to be necessity-driven.
Table 7. Effect of control variables on variables of interest.
Variable PsyCap EM BS
Owner Sex 0.075 (1.06) 0.061 (0.99) −0.070 (−0.780)
Educational level 0.018 (1.44) 0.118 (2.82) *** −0.022 (−0.354)
Business age 0.030 (0.62) - 0.056 (3.67) ***
Innovation - - 0.213 (3.83) ***
Constant 3.524 (24.58) *** 0.314 (2.65) *** 2.635 (10.82) ***
R-squared 0.013 0.030 0.103
Adjusted R-squared 0.003 0.024 0.091
F-statistic 1.247 4.566 8.338
Prob (F-statistic) 0.293 0.011 0.000
*** Significant at 1% level; Figures in parentheses represent the t-values.
This further indicates that women are more likely to succeed in an entrepreneurial
career compared to the men, but the difference is not significant. The level of education has
an insignificant negative effect on BS. Business age has a positive and significant effect on
BS. Finally, innovation, defined as the creation of value from the implementation of new
ideas, has a positive and significant effect on BS as expected.
4.4. Mediation Analysis’ Results
Figure 2 shows the estimators associated with each SEM path; the effects of the control
variables are neutralized.




Figure 2. The empirical model: confirmatory factor analysis. 
NECVSOP: Necessity versus Opportunity motivation, SELFCONF: Self−Confidence, FSPF: fi-
nancial success and personal fulfillment; SRCWLB: social contribution, recognition, and the work-
life balance; AS: autonomy and satisfaction. 
The figure shows that there is a positive relationship between PsyCap and BS. Be-
sides, opportunity entrepreneurs outperform necessity entrepreneurs for both PsyCap 
and BS levels. 
Table 8 presents the robustness test results of the exploratory factor analysis findings. 
It confirms that hope, self-confidence, optimism, and resilience are indeed significant 
measures (indicators) of PsyCap (p = 0.000 < 0.05 and z-value > 1.96). The financial profit 
and personal fulfillment (FSPF), social contribution, recognition, and the work-life balance 
(SRCWLB), autonomy, and satisfaction (AS) are the components that best define BS (p = 
0.000 < 0.05 and z-value > 1.96). Based on the z statistics, the findings do not confirm fi-
nancial gains as the most important indicator of BS for the youth surveyed. Instead, the 
findings indicate that youth are most concerned with their social contribution and recog-
nition and the work-life balance. 
Table 8. Results of the relationships between the latent variables and their dimensions. 
Dimensions − Latent Variables Estimates (z Statistics) 
AS <- BS 0.759 (16.16) *** 
FSPF <- BS 0.779 (15.52) *** 
SRCWLB <- BS 0.757 (19.32) *** 
HOPE <- PsyCap 0.738 (15.92) *** 
OPTIMISM <- PsyCap 0.699 (13.73) *** 
RESILIENCE <- PsyCap 0.624 (9.73) *** 
SELFCONF <- PsyCap 0.655 (12.55) *** 
*** Significant at 1% level. 
We ran three equations simultaneously to test for mediation [58,92]. In the first re-
gression, BS was regressed on EM (1); in the second regression, BS was regressed on both 
EM and PsyCap (2), and in the last regression, PsyCap was regressed on EM (3). The re-
sults of these three regressions are shown in Table 9. 
The mediation role of PsyCap (H4) is supported because EM is significant in regres-
sion (1) and (3), PsyCap is significant in regression (2) and the direct effect of EM on BS 
(c2 = 0.033; z = 0.577) is less in regression (2) than its total effect (c1 = 0.108; z = 1.628) in 
regression (1). Moreover, the effect of EM on BS is fully mediated by PsyCap because EM 
is not significant (z = 0.577 < 1.96) in regression (2). This implies that unlike the prediction 
ig re 2. iric l el: fir t r f ct r a alysis. (NECVSOP: Necessity versus Oppor-
tunity motivation, SELFCONF: Self−Confidence, FSPF: fi-nancial success and personal fulfillment;
SRCWLB: social contribution, recognition, and the work-life balance; AS: autonomy and satisfaction).
The figure shows that there is a p sitive relationship between PsyCap and BS. Besides,
opportunity entrepreneurs outperform necessity entrepreneurs for both PsyCap and BS levels.
Table 8 presents the robustness test results of the exploratory factor analysis findings.
It confirms that hope, self-confidence, optimism, and resilience are indeed significant
measures (indicators) of PsyCap (p = 0.000 < 0.05 and z-value > 1.96). The financial
profit and personal fulfillment (FSPF), social contribution, recognition, and the work-life
balance (SRCWLB), autonomy, and satisfaction (AS) are the components that best define BS
(p = 0.000 < 0.05 and z-value > 1.96). Based on the z statistics, the findings do not confirm
financial gains as the most important indicator of BS for the youth surveyed. Instead,
the findings indicate that youth are most concerned with their social contribution and
recognition and the work-life balance.
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Table 8. Results of the relationships between the latent variables and their dimensions.
Dimensions—Latent Variables Estimates (z Statistics)
AS <- BS 0.759 (16.16) ***
FSPF <- BS 0.779 (15.52) ***
SRCWLB <- BS 0.757 (19.32) ***
HOPE <- PsyCap 0.738 (15.92) ***
OPTIMISM <- PsyCap 0.699 (13.73) ***
RESILIENCE <- PsyCap 0.624 (9.73) ***
SELFCONF <- PsyCap 0.655 (12.55) ***
*** Significant at 1% level.
We ran three equations simultaneously to test for mediation [58,92]. In the first
regression, BS was regressed on EM (1); in the second regression, BS was regressed on
both EM and PsyCap (2), and in the last regression, PsyCap was regressed on EM (3). The
results of these three regressions are shown in Table 9.





Equation (1) Equation (3)
EM effect 0.108(1.628) * 0.033 (0.577) 0.155 (2.29) **
PsyCap effect 0.478 (10.184) ***
R2 0.234 0.024
Adj. R2 0.229 0.021
EM- > PsyCap- > BS (Indirect Effect of EM on BS) 0.074 (2.32) **
Note: ***, **, and * are significant a 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively; figures in parentheses represent the t-values.
The mediation role of PsyCap (H4) is supported because EM is significant in regression
(1) and (3), PsyCap is significant in regression (2) and the direct effect of EM on BS (c2 = 0.033;
z = 0.577) is less in regression (2) than its total effect (c1 = 0.108; z = 1.628) in regression
(1). Moreover, the effect of EM on BS is fully mediated by PsyCap because EM is not
significant (z = 0.577 < 1.96) in regression (2). This implies that unlike the prediction in H2,
EM does not have any significant direct effect on BS. However, it does have an indirect and
significant (z = 2.32, p = 0.021) effect on BS which is equal to 0.074. Of the 11% EM effect on
BS, about 7% channels through PsyCap. The direct positive and significant effect coefficient
of EM on PsyCap (0.155) supports H3 and indicates that opportunity entrepreneurs have
4% more PsyCap compared to necessity-driven entrepreneurs. Because they have a higher
PsyCap level and since PsyCap has a positive effect on BS (H1 is supported), opportunity
entrepreneurs have a 3% more chance to succeed in entrepreneurship compared to necessity
ones. The direct and total effect of PsyCap on BS in absolute terms is equal to 0.478. Since
the data are provided on a 5-point Likert scale for which each point corresponds to 25%,
this finding implies that an improvement of PsyCap by 25% corresponds to about 12%
more chance of BS by the youth.
Table 9 reveals that EM and PsyCap explain about 23% of the variation in BS, whereas
EM accounts for about 2% of the variation in Psycap. All the estimated fit indexes (stan-
dardized root mean square residual (SRMR) = 0.108, Chi-square = 180.344, goodness of fit
(GFI) = 0.102 and normed fit index (NFI) = 0.516) were equal to the saturated model. This
implies the fit is perfect and that the distance between the empirical and the theoretical
model is short [7,93].
5. Discussion and Conclusions
Several major findings emerge from this research and contribute to the understanding
of youth business success. Young entrepreneurs in Bukavu consider themselves to be
successful in their business at 61%. Although youth have a high level of PsyCap (67%), more
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than half (55%) of them were constrained to start-up businesses by limited employment
opportunities. The unexpected business success level implies that despite the unfavorable
business environment prevailing in the DRC [94], entrepreneurship is a viable career option
for youth. It can thus be argued that the lower youth business ownership rate cannot be
explained by the youth underperformance thesis, but by other factors such as PsyCap. This
study is unique as it shows that, among other things, youths consider themselves to be
successful in entrepreneurship when they can give back to their society. Thus, increasing
their participation in entrepreneurship is likely to benefit the people around them beyond
addressing their unemployment.
The results of the study show that four main reasons motivate youth to embark
on an entrepreneurial career: to fight against poverty, frustration in employment and
education, passion for businesses, and concern for social contribution. According to the
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor’s conceptual framework [72], the first two components
are push-related motivations, whereas the last two are of the order of opportunity. Thus,
the generalizability of the entrepreneurial motivation dichotomy is confirmed in the context
we examined. The study revealed that more than half (55%) of the youths had started
up a business out of necessity, thus implying that entrepreneurship is much more of a
constraint than a deliberate choice. This study concurs with two studies [17,95], who noted
that poverty, lack of job opportunities, and poor economic living conditions are the main
reasons that drive people to choose entrepreneurship in developing countries.
Opportunity-driven youth entrepreneurs have a significantly higher level of PsyCap
compared to necessity ones. The EM does not directly influence BS but significantly does
so through PsyCap. The results of this study concur with existing studies [15,74], who
found out that entrepreneurs who have been motivated by the opportunity to start their
business have a higher degree of success than those driven by necessity. However, this
research draws from the resource-based view of the firm to contribute to knowledge by
showing that higher PsyCap is the reason why opportunity entrepreneurs outperform
necessity-driven entrepreneurs. The finding is salient and reveals that young entrepreneurs
who have perceived a viable business opportunity to start up a business or for whom
entrepreneurship is a passion, develop more confidence in their abilities and keep expecting
positive results even when things are uncertain. Such youths would have many ways to
overcome difficulties, and thus adapt to stressful life events, unlike necessity entrepreneurs.
Besides, some empirical studies have shown that opportunity entrepreneurs are those
who, beforehand, are endowed with entrepreneurial ingredients that drive their choice
of an entrepreneurial career [18,73,96]. We do acknowledge that PsyCap dimensions are
valuable and non-substitutable long term strategic resources [25], open to development and
improvement [7,39]. Then, what makes the difference between necessity and opportunity
entrepreneurs in the short run is the tacitness, the complexity, and scarcity of PsyCap
dimensions that generate causal ambiguity in competence-based advantage and thus, raise
barriers to imitation by necessity entrepreneurs.
PsyCap was found to positively drive BS for which it explains about 23% of the
variance. Thus, this research concurs with most of the previous studies [26,31,81,96] that
reported a positive effect of PsyCap on business performance across countries and sectors.
An improvement of PsyCap by 25% corresponds to about 12% more chance of BS by the
youth. Because PsyCap is a state open to development and improvement [7,28,93], this
research argues that it is possible to promote BS among the youth by enhancing their
self-efficacy, optimism, hope, and resilience.
The results of this study concur with the positive behavior literature [29,65,73,97–99]
by confirming that self-efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience are the measures of PsyCap.
However, whereas most of the previous research ranks self-confidence in the first place,
this study shows that hope is the primary PsyCap ingredient. This finding may find an
explanation in the fact that because the DRC is an unfriendly business environment [99],
the success lies in youth’s ambition and the ability to challenge oneself by setting high goals
and working hard to achieve them. The four ingredients measure 58.62% of the variance in
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the PsyCap. The PsyCap level (67.18%) of the youths is somehow higher, however, it does
offer opportunities for improvement.
5.1. Theoretical and Methodological Implications
The results of this study contribute to the existing literature on BS in different ways.
First, this study shows that the effect of EM on BS is best understood when we account
for how opportunity entrepreneurs might outperform necessity entrepreneurs. In partic-
ular, this study draws from the resource-based view of the firm to show that PsyCap is
the intermediate variable through which opportunity entrepreneurs succeed in business
rather than necessity entrepreneurs. The research thus reinforces the thesis that PsyCap is
contextual and influenced. We can thus argue that entrepreneurs by opportunity are those
endowed beforehand with PsyCap ingredients, which, fortunately, can also be acquired
by necessity-driven entrepreneurs across their life course. Second, from a methodological
point of view, this research relies on the partial least squares’ structural equation model,
which is a recommended methodology [7] to test the mediating role of a variable. This
methodology provides a frame of reference for future research, given its primacy over
hierarchical regressions and its ability to judge the fitness of and confirm the measurement
scales of the latent variables. Third, this study has the merit of having neutralized the
effects of the control variables on the variables of interest. These variables could mask the
real effects of EM and PsyCap on BS.
5.2. Practical Implications
Policymakers and youths are now aware that BS largely depends on the youths’
PsyCap and not only on the material, social, human resources available to the entrepreneur.
This paper, therefore, recommends that youths who have a higher PsyCap should be
identified, and directly supported and encouraged to start−up businesses, whereas lower
PsyCap performers should either be trained in the PsyCap dimensions or oriented to the
waged employment otherwise. The constant fact is that the institutions supporting and
promoting youth entrepreneurs should focus on their self-efficacy, optimism, hope, and
resilience. The promotion of entrepreneurial success would involve the integration of
PsyCap into the content of the entrepreneurship course. It would also be desirable that
teachers are chosen among youth or business owners. Successful young entrepreneurs
can also be invited to deliver entrepreneurship lectures or to share their experiences with
the students to increase learners’ confidence and optimism in choosing an entrepreneurial
career and persisting towards success. Parents and teachers should be less stern; instead,
they should make fun with the youths so that they can build confidence in themselves.
Teachers should empower students at school and give them time to express their ideas freely
so that they can trust themselves later in life. One of the ways to increase self-confidence
is to remember that no one is perfect; the most important thing for the youth would be
to learn from their mistakes. This assumes that young entrepreneurs should be proud
of themselves, self-confident, but not arrogant. It is essential to look at past experiences,
appreciate them, and to remind oneself that you can still do it. To this end, seeing people in
similar situations (and perceived as similar to oneself) overcoming obstacles increases the
belief that one, too, can do it. Because self-efficacy is affected by external factors, it would
be useful to entrepreneurship if the government keeps on enabling the business climate so
that youths feel confident enough to engage in successful entrepreneurship.
In line with hope enhancement, youths should set SMART (specific, measurable,
achievable, relevant, and time-limited) goals to improve their hope capacity. Lecturers and
parents can support the youths by breaking down complex, challenging goals into bite-size
portions. It is equally essential that the youths list and write down their dreams and
repeat them continuously and loudly. Youth entrepreneurs can diversify their portfolios
to improve their resilience capacity. In awkward moments, facing and accepting reality
may be a better basis to endure hardship for the time it lasts. Being able to find meaning or
purpose in life is a core for resilience improvement. Improvising and doing with whatever
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we have at hand is equally important to enhance resilience. Higher and quality education
is said to have a positive effect on resilience, so it may help if more youths are given a
chance to access to the highest level of learning.
6. Limitations and Future Research Directions
Although the model was globally significant, the predictive power was weak, suggest-
ing that other variables should be mobilized in future studies to explain BS. In the context
of Bukavu, given the broad unavailability of financial information from youth start-ups,
this study successfully applied subjective indicators of business success. Although the
measures were effective, objective measures could add a cumulative effect in reflecting the
broad-based BS. Future research should rely on more objective indicators of BS, such as
business continuity, market share, and profitability. This study used cross-sectional data,
however, PsyCap [100], EM [17,70,101] and BS are dynamic variables that would accurately
be measured through longitudinal studies. Thus, future studies could use longitudinal
data to test the robustness and effect of EM and PsyCap on BS. The sample size and the
specificity of one country may reduce the generalizability of the research findings. We then
call upon future studies to re-examine the mediating role of PsyCap in the EM−BS link on
a broader sample so that the external validity of this study can be tested.
Despite the efforts to neutralize the effects of the control variables on the variables of
interest, the results of the models can still suffer from endogeneity. Thus, the results cannot
represent strict causality and could open the door to future research using experimental
or quasi-experimental methods such as propensity score matching, which have had more
success in the area of entrepreneurship [102–104]. Finally, although we did control for
innovation and some demographics, we acknowledge that future research could pay
particular attention to innovation and other environmental-related independent variables.
This would reduce the limitation of this research by using only two variables to explain the
complexity of BS.
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Appendix A
Table A1. Dimensions and items used to represent BS.
Financial measures
1. My business is performing financially.
2. I am making a good profit.
3. The turnover of my business keeps growing.
Nonfinancial measures
4. I find a balance between my business and my family life.
5. I am socially recognized, thanks to my business.
6. My business is enough for me.
7. I contribute to the economic development of my community.
8. I invest in charity.
9. I am independent.
10. I am satisfied with my business.
11. I am living a decent life thanks to my business.
12. I have realized myself thanks to my business.
13. I have created jobs for others.
14. My customers are satisfied.
15. I think I am a role model for the other young people.
16. I am achieving my goals thanks to my business.
Appendix B
Table A2. Dimensions and items used to represent EM.
Necessity based entrepreneurial motivations
1. I started up a business to survive the unemployment.
2. I started up a business to get out of poverty.
3. Starting a business was the remaining alternative for me.
4. The burden of the family was unbearable that I had decided to start a business.
5. I wanted to support my family through the creation of a business.
6. I had lost my job that I had decided to start my own business.
7. My job did not give me any satisfaction that I decided to start a business.
8. Studies seemed confusing to me that I decided to launch a business.
9. I started up a business to be my boss.
10. I was embarrassed to work for others that I started my own business.
Opportunity based entrepreneurial motivations
11. I started a business because it’s the activity I liked doing.
12. Entrepreneurship is a passion for me.
13. I started up a business to exploit a perceived viable opportunity.
14. I started up a business to exploit my entrepreneurial experience.
15. I had started a business because I wanted to impact the people around me.
16. I had the desire to create jobs for others.
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Appendix C
Table A3. Dimensions and items used to represent PsyCap.
Hope
1. Right now, I can list the most important goals for my life in just a few minutes.
2. I am motivated to achieve my goals for life.
3. I always find several solutions around me to any problem.
4. At this time, I am meeting the goals that I have set for myself.
Self-efficacy
5. I can be “on my own,” so to speak, in preparing for my new business if I have to.
6. I feel confident developing new business ideas.
7. I trust my entrepreneurial skills and competencies.
8. I feel confident convincing others join in the pursuit of my vision for a new business.
9. I feel confident in making decisions involving uncertainty and risk.
10. I feel confident acting on a new idea for a business when others do not.
11. I can stand up to share my business ideas with others with confidence.
Optimism
12. When things are uncertain, I always hope for the better.
13. When something goes wrong in my business, I usually expect the best.
14. I am optimistic about what will happen to me in the future.
15. In my life, things always work out the way I want them to.
16. Right now I see myself as being pretty successful in my business.
Resilience
17. I always find a quick solution when I face a problem.
18. I can react quickly to unexpected environmental change.
19. I quickly adapt to any stress of my business.
20. I can easily recover from failure.
21. I usually persist in the face of adversity.
22. I quickly react to any unexpected situation that happens to me, however bad.
23. I successfully manage the difficulties I encounter in my business one way or the other.
24. When I have had a setback in my life, I did quickly recover from it.
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